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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commissjon
445 12th Street, 5.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Dacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecommunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and friends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce
new charges and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers natjonwide. '

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services, Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those
establishing a credit history, bank acconnts and other means necessary to snbscribe to local

telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates.
Students, immigrants, senior citizens, and others face similar challenges.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many consurners
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who can least afford price increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, local
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sel} the calling card to a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please

look out for consumers and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid catling card
services. .

O, BT T

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein . -

Senator Baui Hot ehe S0
Senator
Congressperdon
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Fowell;

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Iyou
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities. '

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 bave used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money.

. With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households wha are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service becanse they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that Jocal phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
Jjobe, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the cther daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies wonld be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer intercsts aver corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely, /\/}/%% WL/{ .

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathlecn Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein »
Senator Hodehy o
Senator eﬂ' A
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chaimnman Michael Powel]

Federal Commimications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of thess cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, balf of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part becauss
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well, Jn particular, many low-income
houscholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service becanse they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requitements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of famity members and neighbors, We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, huat for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simaply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fecs on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of auch
charges. The FCC should stand wp for consumer interests over corporate gain by keepmg
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely, W% Or a,,,.,.\"/
Teean

ces:;  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin .
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator }/&f 4‘.4'_’”

Senator davayn
Congressperson M{
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Dacket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities. '

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them, Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepsid cards, Pre-paid calling cards ate 50 prevalent in part because
they save consumers money,

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well, Tni particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service becanse they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiasies of such
charges, The FCC should stand up for consumer interests pver corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priorify.

Sincerely, ' .

Wﬂ?/ @.Mfzq, E%)%)éé/

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Xevin Martio
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator M whtdon.
Senator 7ok, Chvmepn.

Congressperson



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No., 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell izlephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in-many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you 10 keep the needs of copsumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one {rom Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want (o treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant ig-
stale access charges. Such fees have na relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want 10 charge consuemers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance’ companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ‘

Sincerely'
e N ilos~
[Dawli;‘,f,/qw Bravreta S C.

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Comumssioner Jonathan . Adeistein
Senator
Senalor



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
4435 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they suceeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid ¢alling card and
cials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska o Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges becuuse there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate cal] to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ acrual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Conswmers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

Lam aware that the long distance ¢companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. 1t is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell compauies the door

on this issue.
' ’?}(b ~Y,
v

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commuissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael X. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sueer, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Tam writing to add my voice to the growing nurmber of groups and individuals opposed Lo efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in smind rather thaa the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses & pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska, From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit of person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well us cornmon sense, state
that this represents twa calls, one from Virginia 1o Nebraska und one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bel} companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

[ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of ¢onsumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sixllcenaly, W WW
7 :,/&.GIW{ V& 7’41 /C//37

ccs: Commissioner Kathieen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J, Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Comumissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: W Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing rumber of groups and individuals apposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramarically higher
1ates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies waat to target those calls in which a caller nses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska., From this
“placform,” he or she hears a message about a company, nou-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as comnmon sense, stile
that this represents two cails, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call o Virginia, :

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only & fraction of what they want 1o charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consurmers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls (oo, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre~paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC 10 weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Cormmissioner Michael 1. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J, Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chutrman Michae! K. Powell

Federal Cormmunications Commission
4435 | 2th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling curd. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you tq keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those culls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the elephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to inlerstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call 1o Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as 2 single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, miltk and other products. Conswmers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner, It is
now time for the FCC (o weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Beil companies the door

on this issue.

Since;c/l}/,# 7@%7% Ned Yok,

ccs:  Commnissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chaigman Michael K. Powell

Pederal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, (3-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they sucoeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramaticully higher
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consummers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want 1o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN, The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “'platform” in another state -« let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges becanse there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Vicginia,

But the Bell companies want to freat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
stale access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only e fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls (oo, especially when these higher rates vepresent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations,

[ um aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner, ftis
now fime for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers apd show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.
e o
W.-, S, 2332°

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan 5. Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powel]

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Srreet, S.W, ‘
Washington, DC 20554

Re; WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmun Powell:

[ am writing to add my voice to the growing aumber of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls pluced with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will resultin higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. Az you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consurners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies wamt to target those calls in which 4 caller uses a pre-paid calling ¢urd and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “‘platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to mterswe access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and thcn
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stute call 50 they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relutionship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction.of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls 100, ¢specially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporutions.

[ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort o protect their customers’ aterests in this manner. Itis
new time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consurners and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

ecs:  Commussioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan 8. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michasl K. Powell

Federal Comymunications Commission
4435 12th Street, SW,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card, If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consurmers whao place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell compunies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a roll-fre¢ number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exarple, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -~ let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents twao calls, one from Virginia to Nebragka and oue from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls 100, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations. '

[ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the deor
on this issue, '

ces:  Commissioner Kathlesn Q. Abemnathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Corrussioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. (3-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, ¢ollege students and
mulitary families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected ~ to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Pleuse stap any etfort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator




July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S, W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Dacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services,

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, cellege students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs, Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only eption
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if 1t inflicts new “in-state’ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

D amHHE

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michae! K. Powell

Federzl Communications Compussion
445 12th Street, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

‘Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cerrent rules on calls placed with 2 pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companjes want 10 target those calls in which a caller nses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is conpected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“*platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
thit this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are snbject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

Bul the Bell companies want to teeat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’™ actual
costs, which ire only a fraction of what they want 1o charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid culling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ‘

Sincerely,

Commissioger Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioher Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senitor

CCS:



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federa] Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S. W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Tam writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed o efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. It they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you @ keep the needs of consumers in rind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Dell compunies want to target those calls in which 4 caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is 2 call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant {n-
state access charges. Such fzes have no relationship whatsogver to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. 1tis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely, |

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K, Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sureet, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell;

Lam writing to add my voice 1o the growing number of groups and individuvals opposed to eftorrs
by the-local Bell elephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with g pre-paid
calling card. I they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want (o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another stite -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current roles, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because thers is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.
Smcc:cly,
Pres, P4

Commlssmner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan 5. Adelstein
Senator

Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michaej Powel)

Federal Communications Commissjon
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: W Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to ask thar the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income farnilies, senior citizens, inunigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumess do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services,

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

Apcina N

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abermathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Chairman Michael Powel!

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

[ am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military Tamilies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected -~ to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appeintment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state”™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantiaily increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, | N
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ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathieen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communicarions Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1'am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
~ they have to stay connected ~ to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with fimily and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumners literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bearit. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

WM&, A

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
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Commussioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powel]

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sireet, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell;

T am writing to ask thar the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
tor lacal telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected i{ the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincefely,
@/%é/' Lomling o PC

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Dacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not irapose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that thesd services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

“2UNg.
ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
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Senator
Senator
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Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Conmmnunications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs, Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
tor local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have 1o stay connected — Lo make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and prediciable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers thal can
least afford to bearit. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardjzing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, L o
d ReheSs R

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Comrnisstoner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Comunission
4435 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chajrman Powell:

1 am writing (o add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, [ implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather thun the pleadings of the four Bell companies,

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a cafler uses 4 pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“plarform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia,
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state ¢all so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actoal
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls 100, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed jnwith the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
nogetime for the FCC (o weigh.in on the side of consumers and shaw the Bell companies the door
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Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sureet, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Pawell:

Tam writing to udd my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effarts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your worl on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which s caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
diuls a roll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Vicginia, for
example, 1s connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska, From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message abourt a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, stale
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia. ‘

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner, It is
now tire for the FCC 1o weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely, /@-(9 . T 774 ad
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ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



